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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 , 5-1 0, 1 4-1 8, 20 and 24-28 are pending and they are presented for 
examination. Claims 2-4 and 11-13, 19, and 21-23 have been cancelled. 

2. This Office action is in response to the RCE filed on 02/24/10. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after the final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
02/24/10 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

4. According to the amendment filed on 02/24/1 0, independent claims 1,10, and 20 
have been amended. No new matter is added. 



Response to Arguments 

5. The limitation of "determine by . . . using the obtained one or more attributes that 
specify one or more non-native architectures supported by the node whether the node 
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supports an architecture capable of executing a specific request" is the focal point of the 
arguments. 

6. Applicants argue, on page 8 of the Remarks, that "In Michaelis ... There is no 
discussion, however, of obtaining attributes that specify non-native architectures 
supported by a node and then using that information to determine whether a node 
supports an architecture capable of executing a specific request". The argument has 
been fully considered and persuasive. Therefore, the rejection of claims 1, 5-10, 14-18, 
20 and 24-28 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ota et al. (U.S. 
7,162,671) in view of Michaelis (U.S. 7,519,800) has been withdrawn. 

7. Applicants argue, on page 7 of the Remarks that Ota fails to teach the step of 
obtaining attributes that specify non-native architectures supported by a node and then 
using that information to determine whether a node supports an architecture capable of 
executing a specific request. The argument has been fully considered, however, upon 
further consideration of Ota reference, Examiner respectfully submits that Ota teaches 
the step of obtaining attributes that specify non-native architectures supported by a 
node and then using formation that into determine whether a node supports an 
architecture capable of executing a specific request. 

a. In col. 7, lines 5-10, Ota discloses "means for executing formality 
processing for retracting/resetting context information of each processor 
architecture enables dynamic switching of the processor architecture" and in col. 
26, lines 61-63, Ota also discloses "Selecting/switching processor architecture to 
be executed is immediately achieved by updating architecture selection 
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information". The passages above indicate that, "retracting/resetting context 
information of each processor architecture" is the equivalence of "obtaining 
attributes of each node" and "retracting/resetting context information of each 
processor architecture" coupled with "enables dynamic switching of the 
processor architecture" is the equivalence of selecting or determining the 
processor architecture based on the context information that obtained. Further, in 
col. 8, lines 49-58, Ota discloses "A processor capable of switching/reconstituting 
architecture 5000 according to the invention is designed to be connected 
between an execution unit 2000 and a primary cache memory 5200 in which an 
instruction is stored, so as to enable execution of application software program 
on the execution unit 2000, which is described in a non-native instruction set (a 
processor assumed by the non-native instruction set as its own architecture is 
referred to as a "virtual processor") that is different from a native instruction set 
originally contained in the execution unit 2000". The limitation of "non-native 
instruction set" as disclosed in the passage above is interpreted as "a request", 
b. In conclusion, based on the disclosure above, Examiner contends that Ota 
discloses the step of obtaining attributes that specify non-native architectures 
supported by a node and then using that information to determine whether a 
node supports an architecture capable of executing a specific request. 
8. In light of the RCE filed on 02/24/1 0 and further search and consideration, claims 
1 , 5-10, 14-18, 20 and 24-28 are rejected in view of new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Specification 

9. The "Cross Reference to Related Application" section must be updated because 
"Serial No. 10/667,163, filed September 17, 2003" is now abandoned. 



1 0. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1 .75(d) (1 ) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: the recited "storage medium" of Claim 20. The 
Specification does not mention the recited "storage medium". Thus, there is no support 
or antecedent basis for the recited "storage medium" that allows the meaning of the 
terms to be ascertained, as required in 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1). 

1 1 . The disclosure is objected to because paragraphs [0021], [0029] and [0032] 
contain an embedded hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable code. 
Applicant is required to delete the embedded hyperlink and/or other form of browser- 
executable code. See MPEP § 608.01 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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12. Claims 1, 5-6, 10, 14-15, 20 and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ota et al. (U.S. 7,162,617) in view of Bond et al. (U.S. 
7,574,346 B2). 

1 3. As to claim 1 , Ota teaches substantially as claimed including: a method of 
facilitating allocation of resources in a heterogeneous computing environment, said 
method comprising: 

obtaining, by a resource manager (processor architecture conversion unit 100, 
Fig. 1; col. 27, lines 27-32) executing on a processor of the heterogeneous computing 
environment (processor capable of reconstituting its architecture for executing a plurality 
of types of processor instruction sets of different architecture with one and the same 
hardware, col. 1 , lines 7-15), one or more attributes relating to a node coupled to the 
resource manager (resetting context information of each processor architecture, col. 7, 
lines 6-9 and lines 51-53; col. 23, lines 17-25; col. 26, line 61 - col. 27, line 14), wherein 
said node is of the heterogeneous computing environment and is of a native 
architecture ( execution unit 2000 is a native architecture, col. 1, lines 17-20; col. 8, 
lines 49-62), and wherein the one or more attributes specify one or more non-native 
architectures supported by the node (col. 5, lines 31-45; col. 7, lines 6-9 and lines 51- 
53; col. 11, lines 26-42; col. 28, lines 9-34), said one or more non-native architectures 
being different than said native architecture (col. 8, lines 54-58); 

determining by the resource manager using the obtained one or more attributes 
that specify one or more non-native architectures supported by the node whether the 
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node supports an architecture capable of executing a specific request 
(selecting/switching processor architecture to be executed is immediately achieved by 
updating architecture selection information 410, col. 26, line 61 - col. 27, line 14/ 
resetting context information of each processor architecture enables dynamic switching 
(selecting/ determining) of the processor architecture, col. 7, lines 6-9; col. 28, lines 9- 
59), wherein the specific request specifies the architecture for the specific request that 
is different from the native architecture of the node (non-native instruction set that is 
different from a native instruction set originally contained in the execution unit 2000, col. 
1, lines 23-27; col. 8, lines 49-62). 

Ota does not explicitly teach allocating one or more resources of the node to the 
specific request, in response to the determining indicating the node supports the 
architecture of the request. However, Bond teaches allocating one or more resources of 
the node to the specific request, in response to the determining indicating the node 
supports the architecture of the request (allocates memory for the non-native 
applications, col. 8, lines 30-40; col. 9, lines 60-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of allocating one or more resources of 
the node to the specific request, in response to the determining indicating the node 
supports the architecture of the request as taught by Bond into Ota's system because 
these systems is directing to the systems that capable of operating non-native program 
modules within a native computing platform and by incorporating to include the 
teaching of Bond would improve Ota's system by allowing the system to constraining 
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the allocation of memory within a small and proper range for the non-native request; 
thereby, improve memory's usage. 

14. As to claim 5, Ota teaches wherein the specific request comprises a program to 
be executed (any software program designated for non-native architecture, col. 1, lines 
20-23). 

1 5. As to claim 6, Ota teaches wherein the obtaining comprises providing by the 
node the one or more attributes to the resource manager (col. 7, lines 6-9 and lines 51- 
53; col. 11, lines 17-21 ;col. 23, lines 17-25; col. 26, lines 61-63; col. 27, lines 21-32). 

16. As to claim 10, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 . 

17. As to claim 14, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 5. 

18. As to claim 15, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 6. 

1 9. As to claim 20, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 . 

20. As to claim 24, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 5. 



17. 



As to claim 25, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 6. 
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21 . Claims 7-9, 16-18 and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ota et al. (U.S. 7,162,617) Bond et al. (U.S. 7,574,346 B2), as 
applied to claims 1, 6, 10, 15, 20 and 25 above, and further in view of Michaelis 
(U.S. 7,519,800). 

22. As to claim 7, the combination of Ota and Bond do not explicitly teach providing 
of the one or more attributes by the node to the resource manager is via one or more 
other resource managers coupled to the node. However, Michaelis teaches wherein the 
providing of the one or more attributes by the node to the resource manager 
(management processor 102, col. 4, lines 42-44) is via one or more other resource 
managers (a particular primary processor 202) coupled to the node (management sub- 
processor 210 of the cell, col. 4, lines 40-42). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of one or more attributes by the node to 
the resource manager is via one or more other resource managers coupled to the node 
as taught by Michaelis into the combination of Ota and Bond's system because this 
would allow to assign processors to system partitions in a reliable to ensures that each 
partition includes only compatible processors. 

23. As to claim 8, Michaelis teaches the resource manager (management processor 
102) is a grid resource manager (Fig. 1 shows a heterogeneous computer system 100 
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has a system management processor 102 couples to processor cells 104, 106, 108, 
each have primary processors 202, col. 3, lines 4-10), and the one or more other 
resource managers comprise one or more cluster resource managers(col. 3, line 64 - 
col. 4, line 12). 

24. As to claim 9, Michaelis teaches the heterogeneous computing environment 
comprises a grid computing environment and said resource manager comprises a grid 
resource manager (Fig. 1 shows a heterogeneous computer system 100 has a system 
management processor 102 couples to processor cells 104, 106, 108, each have 
primary processors 202, col. 3, lines 4-10). 

13. As to claim 16, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 7 above. 

25. As to claim 17, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 8 above. 

26. As to claim 18, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 9 above. 

27. As to claim 26, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 7 above. 

28. As to claim 27, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 8 above. 

29. As to claim 28, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 9 above. 
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Conclusion 

30. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Curtis et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,000,222) teaches the system and program for 
accessing variables, such as environment variables, from an operating system for use 
by an application program. 

Goldberg et al. (U.S. Patent 5,748,890) teaches a system for authentication and 
auditing access by a user to non-natively secured applications having a native security 
system. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CAMQUY TRUONG whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3773. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am - 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Emerson Puente can be reached on (571)272-3652. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Camquy Truong/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2196 



